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Chandrcjna Singh and others Petitioners

versus

Union of India and others Respondents.

Sbri PaXooguQ Counsel for Applicants,

Shri Siiharth Versna Counsel for Respondents*
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I

Cor gas

Hon„ Mr, Justice UjC* Srivostatra, V«Ce 
Hon. Mr, K. Obavvai. M^b@r«_______

(Hon. Mr.Justice U,C. Srivestava, V.Co)

The ^plicants# 4 injauiaber# after lossing the
I

^  case before the Labour Court (Industrial Tribunal) , have ^

eqpproached this Tribunal praying that tbe award given 

by the Industrial Tribunal may be quaoh®^ and the 

selection list contained in (Annexure No. VI be also quashe

ajxl the respondents be directed to regularise the 

services of the petitiore rs on the post of Cleancrso-
I

2o As per allegation the i^plicants hsff e boon working

as Cleaners in Loco S^ed Faizabad in the pay scale of

Es 75o«95o since last 12-. 18 years^ and few months sDd

as such they have attained the status of ten^orary casual

labour end they have been required to isubscribe the G«PoF«

and railway passes wexe also given to them. T h ^  were also 

called &  r screening and for absorption in the year 1982.



^  , •» 2«»
■s

anc* they wero cucceBsful in the scressning. MeclicaGL

^  examination also took place,which according to them

was, ĉ one in respect of cleaners only, Dat instead of 

selecting thon for cleasers, the re^ondents cnpanelled 

them for Fitter Khalasis, the vjorlc which they never 

performed. According to the e^jplicants, theyshould have

bean absorbed as Cleaner and not for the post on v;hich 

DsitJtr they were i^orking, nor eppoiate^. The matter

was raised by the Tra^e Union bsfore tbo Assistant Labour

Ctonsmissioner, and the matter ^as ultimately referred to

tho Central Government Industrial Tritwnal cum Labour 

Courto The Labour court cane to the conclusion that

Tribunal chould not interfere in t±ie «aa;ision takoa by

the screening committee and for what category of job

a person will be jsuitable, it is for the ccr©sning

coianittee to deci^ec The epplicar^ s have given instance

of one Pral^at Kumar Soni, who also faced selection

committee and the Railway A^inistration recoinmcaJded

for bio Eppointmerfc for Fitter Khalasi, though he was

Khalasi
originally as Fittsi/a:-id the Railway M inistration  has 

ch anged his category from giissHESxfea Fitter Khalasi to 

Cl Gan or®

3o Although, v?e do not find any distiEct feature

that the beiefit of the s ^ e  be given t:o There is

no denial that the applicants have been ^forking as 

Cleaner from the very beginning, their cases should have

been considered for absorption as Clsenero

4, The respondents are directed to consider ttes

case of ftie c5>plicants even Ijy way of screening having
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been <3one by §ome other manner for the post of .cleaner

taking the case of the applicants at par with the. ease of

Prcbhat Kxunar Soni« Let it be done within a period of

3 months from the ^ t e  of receipt of a copy of this 

judgment by the respondents. No order as to costs*

Vice Chaircnasi

LuclcnovnDated* 30.3,93<


